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Subject: Please Refer to Attached Comments on Irgonox 1010
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----- Original Message «:::-

From: bobv

To: Chem.Rtk@epamail.epa.gov

Sent: Monday, August 28, 2000 7:35 PM
Subject: CAS#6683-19-8--Comments

1)Measure,not calculate,basic physical properties as M.P. & B.P.2f is fairly low reliability.
2)Throughout the submission,criteria such as NOEC,NOEL,etc.are set at the highest concentration
tested,when a ">" seems more appropriate.

3)State in the conclusions that logPow=23 means it significantly bioaccumulates.
4)Photodegration--given the extremely low VP,it seems meaningless & misleading to use
atmospheric conditions that could only be achieved under extreme or artificial conditions.Wouldn't
photodeg.on a surface be more appropriate?
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5)Given the ~10E-23 solubility in water & -56% present in sediment(Fug.Calc.),shouldn't the H20
Stability Test take this into consideration & express t1/2 in terms that address a more realistic
environmental scenario with the test chemical in sediment in contact with H20,at a pH of 6-97
6)Given log Pow=23,essentially zero biodegradation,essentially zero photodegration under
“normal” conditions,shouldn’t this chemical be classified as Persistent & Bioaccumulative?If
so,more info is needed on chronic effects on a time scale of years,not days or weeks.

7)Acute Aquatic Tox--how are concentrations of 100mg/L achieved when H20 solubility is
reported at ~10E-23?

8)Chromosomal Aberration--“spontaneous” abnormality reported & 2e reliability code indicates
testing should be redone.

Respectfully submitted,
Robert  P.Vignes,Ph.D.
Vignes EHS Consulting
bobv@datasync.com
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